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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the amendment filed 07/02/2007 to the original application 
filed 08/27/2003. 

Claims 1-33 are pending for examination. Claims 1 and 21-22 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, 
or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claim 33 remains rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

The claim is directed to a signal directly or indirectly by claiming a computer usable 
medium and the Specification (see If 0058) recites evidence where the medium is 
defined as a "signals" (such as signal bearing media, transmission-type media, light 
wave transmissions). In that event, the claim is directed to a form of energy which at 
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present the office feels does not fall within at least one of the four enumerated 
categories of patentable subject matter recited in section 101. See MPEP 2106.01. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the 
examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions 
covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 
CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 US. C 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C 102(e), (J) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C 103(a). 



Claims 1-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Roper (US 
6270351) in view of Cornelius et al. (US 7069234 Bl). 



As to claim 1: 

Roper teaches a method for providing interactive assistance with populating an 
automated document that includes at least one field (see the Abstract & col. 2, lines 1- 
35), the method comprising: 
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• selecting an entity to which the document applies (col. 2, lines 1-44 & col.4, lines 
32-44); 



• assigning a prioritization to each of the at least one field (e.g., when a user logs 
onto the individual education program system, he must enter a login ID and 
password; col. 8, lines 15-29 & see item StudentID in fig. 5); 



• prompting for a response for each of the at least one field (e.g., Once the student 
profile is generated ... prompting the user of the system for certain basic 
information regarding the regarding the student ... includes the student 's name, 
age, birthdate, grade, etc.; col. 6, lines 10-18 & see fig. 7), the prompting 
varying based on the prioritization of each of the at least one field (col.6, lines 1- 
21); 

• iteratively revising the prioritization of all of the at least one field upon receiving 
the response to each of the at least one field (e.g., the system automatically brings 
up the student's current IEP record ... The next step in the process for editing an 
existing individual education plan comprises displaying the student's information 
screen for the current individual education plan on the computer monitor ... 
Changes in the student information may be made on this screen by the users of the 
system) [see the discussion beginning at col 7, line 30]; and 
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• prompting for a response for at least one field, the prompting varying based on 
the iteratively revised prioritization of all of the at least one field (e.g., before an 
individual education plan may be created, a student profile is created by entering 
information about the student. The user of the system selects the Enter/Edit 
Student information option 402 from the main menu 400. Selecting this option 
brings up a student information screen. Via the student information screen, the 
user of the system may enter all pertinent information relating to the particular 
student... records are saved, the individual education program tracking system 
returns control to the main menu 400... Typically, a state has requirements that 
must be met before a student can enter a special education plan, such as that 
provided by an individual education plan. These requirements include an 
assessment of a student's skills and parental (guardian) authorization. The 
individual education program tracking system automatically generates the forms 
for complying with these regulatory requirements. Once the requirements have 
been met, then an individual education plan may be created for a student) [see the 
discussion beginning at col. 8, line 15]. 

Roper, however, does not specifically teach performing a compliance check for each 
response for the at least one field. 



Cornelius teaches performing a compliance check for each response for the at least one 
field (e.g., The compliance checking is performed through data validation on defined 
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parameters of structured formats for text. Once the compliance engine finds all 
structured fields/tag are in compliance (clean), an automatic signal is sent to the 
bank/buyer for payment authorization. When payment authorization is received, the 
signal will prompt Visanet to credit the seller's account. Anytime the value of the data 
falls outside the parameter of the structured field, it is rejected as "discrepant. * The 
rejection will be automatically sent and highlighted to both buyer and seller 
electronically. Only upon the completion of all checks of structured fields will 
discrepancy signal be sent to buyer and seller, who will renegotiate on the highlighted 
discrepancies on VTrade Web's electronic platform; col.23, lines 15-63). 

It would have been'obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Roper with Cornelius because Cornelius' teaching would 
have greatly increased the speed in obtaining and completing the forms necessary to 
create and administer the plans, and greatly increased the efficiency of the analysis of the 
data compiled. 

As to claim 2: 

Roper teaches the document is a form (e.g., form; col. 5, lines 20-25). 
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As to claim 3: 

Roper teaches the form is used for compliance with educational requirements (e.g., forms 
required by either or both local school districts and state departments of education; 
col. 2, lines 26-30). 

As to claim 4: 

Roper teaches the educational requirements include requirements under the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (coll, lines 16-34). 

As to claim 5: 

Roper teaches identifying data from an accessible repository responsive to any of the at 
least one field of the document (see item StudentID in fig. 5); and automatically 
populating each of the at least one field of the document for which the responsive data 
from the accessible repository are identified (col.9, lines 1-46 and see fig.9). 

As to claim 6: 

Refer to the discussion of claim 1 above for rejection of "performing a legal compliance 
check of a response for the at least one field\ 
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As to claim 7: 

Roper, however, does not specifically teach if the compliance check passes, providing an 
option to lock the document. 

Cornelius teaches if the compliance check passes, providing an option to lock the 
document (see col.23, lines 15-63 and col. 67, lines 15-64). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Roper with Cornelius because Cornelius' teaching would 
have greatly increased the speed in obtaining and completing the forms necessary to 
create and administer the plans, and greatly increased the efficiency of the analysis of the 
data compiled. 

As to claim 8: 

Roper teaches receiving a selection of a response to the option to lock the document; and 
if the selection is to lock the document, preventing revision of each of the responses to 
the at least one field (e.g., If the user selects the Lock This IEP option 1710, the system 
locks the individual education plan record in the individual education program database 
18 from any further modifications; col. 13, lines 1-13 and see fig.l). 
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As to claim 9: 

Roper teaches prompting a user for security information (e.g., enter a login ID and 
password; colJ, lines 15-16). 

As to claim 10: 

Roper teaches the entity is an individual (e.g., an individual; see the Abstract). 
As to claim 11: 

Roper teaches storing the automated document with the response to each of the at least 
one field (see figs. 9-11 and associated text). 

As to claim 12: 

. Roper teaches prompting for a response to each of the at least one field includes: variably 
highlighting each of the at least one field (see figs. 7-8 and associated text). 

As to claim 13: 

Roper teaches variably highlighting each of the at least one field includes: highlighting 
each of the at least one field in a color, the color varying with the prioritization of each of 
the at least one field (see figs. 7-8 and associated text). 
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As to claim 14: 

Roper teaches identifying data from an accessible repository responsive to any of the at 
least one field of the document (see item StudentID in fig. 5)\ and automatically 
populating each of the at least one field of the document for which the responsive data 
from the accessible repository are identified (col.9, lines 1-46 and see fig.9); and 
highlighting each of the at least one field containing automatic populating (see figs. 7-8). 

As to claim 15: 

Roper teaches prompting for a response to one field is selected from, among other things, 
prompting for an optional response (e.g., selection of the Enter/Edit Student Information 
of the main menu; col.6, lines 1-42 & col 7, line 60-coL8, line 14). 

As to claim 16: 

Roper teaches selecting an entity to which the document applies includes searching a 
repository containing at least one entity (coL6, lines 22-58 and see figl). 

As to claim 17: 

Roper teaches providing an option to select the automated document form a plurality of 
documents (col.6, lines 1-42 & col.7, line 60-col.8, line 14). 
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As to claim 18: 

Roper teaches generating the plurality of documents via a search (col.5, line 59-col.6, line 
58). 

As to claim 19: 

Roper teaches the automated document is associated with a meeting (col.9, line 47- 
col.lO, line 7 and see Jig. 12). 

As to claim 20: 

Roper teaches the meeting includes at least one event (col. 9, line 47 -col 10, line 7 and see 
fig- 12). 

As to claim 21: 

It is directed to a system for performing the method of claim 1 above, and is similarly 
rejected under the same rationale. 

As to claim 22: 

The rejection of claim 21 above is incorporated herein in full. Additionally, Roper 
teaches a processor (e.g., computers); a user interface (e.g., a user-friendly interface; 
col.4, line 20); and a repository (e.g., a central database) [see col. 2, lines 54-63 and 
col.4, lines 1-53). 
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As to claim 23: 

Roper teaches the processor is housed on a terminal (e.g., a personal computer; col.4, 
lines 4-5). 

As to claim 24: 

Roper teaches the terminal is selected from, among other things, a personal computer 
(e.g., a personal computer; col.4, lines 4-5). 

As to claim 25: 

Roper teaches the processor is housed on a server (e.g., the server 10; col.4, line 3 and 
see fig. 1). 

As to claim 26: 

Roper teaches the server is selected from, among other things, a personal computer (e.g., 
a personal computer; col.4, lines 4-5). 

As to claim 27: 

Roper teaches the server is coupled to a network (e.g., the network; col.4, lines 5-16 and 
see fig. 1). 
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As to claim 28: 

The use of the Internet is inherent to the system of Roper. 
As to claim 29: 

Roper teaches the server is coupled to the network via a coupling (col A, lines 3-16). 
As to claim 30: 

Roper teaches the coupling is selected from a group consisting of a wired connection, a 
wireless connection, and a fiberoptic connection (e.g., see fig.l and the accompanying 
text beginning at col. 3, line 63). 

As to claim 31: 

Roper teaches the repository is housed on a server (e.g., the server 10; col.4, line 3 and 
see fig.l). 

As to claim 32: 

Refer to the discussion of claim 27 above for rejection. 
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Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-33 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

A. Regarding the 35 USC 8 101 rejections 

Applicant argues in substance that claim 33 is directed to statutory subject matter. 

In response, the claim is not narrowed to exclude transmission-type media. Therefore, 
it is not statutory. See MPEP 2106.01. 

B. Regarding the 35 USC S 102 (e) rejections 

(i) Regarding independent claims 1, 21, 22, and 33 

Applicant argues in substance that Roper does not teach performing a compliance check 
for each response for the at least one field. 

In response, the newly cited reference, Cornelius, teaches performing a compliance check 
for each response for the at least one field (e.g., The compliance checking is performed 
through data validation on defined parameters of structured formats for text. Once the 
compliance engine finds all structured fields/tag are in compliance (clean), an automatic 
signal is sent to the bank/buyer for payment authorization. When payment authorization 
is received, the signal will prompt Visanet to credit the seller's account. Anytime the 
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value of the data falls outside the parameter of the structured field, it is rejected as 
"discrepant y The rejection will be automatically sent and highlighted to both buyer and 
seller electronically. Only upon the completion of all checks of structured fields will 
discrepancy signal be sent to buyer and seller, who will renegotiate on the highlighted 
discrepancies on VTrade Web's electronic platform; col. 23, lines 15-63). 

(ii) Regarding dependent claims 2-20 and 23-32 

Applicant did not provide arguments in substance regarding claims 2-20 and 23-32 
except for citing the dependencies. 

Conclusion 



5. The prior art made of record, listed on PTO 892 provided to Applicant is considered to 
have relevancy to the claimed invention. Applicant should review each identified 
reference carefully before responding to this office action to properly advance the case in 
light of the prior art. 

Contact information 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Maikhanh Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4093. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 9:00am - 5:30 
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pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doug Hutton can be reached at (571) 272-41 37. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner for patents 



P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
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